Appl. No. 10/677,583 

Amdt. dated June 11, 2008 

Reply to Office Action of March 25, 2008 

REMARKS 

Applicants have received the Office Action dated March 25, 2008, in which 
the Examiner rejected claims 3 and 4 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being allegedly 
unpatentable over Sharma et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,647,469, hereinafter "Sharma") 
in view of Kawazu (U.S. Pat. No. 6,454,653, hereinafter "Kawazu"). 

With this Response, Applicants amend claim 3 to ensure a reading of the 
claim where the DMA is configured to perform the delineated DMA transfers. 

The Office action of March 25, 2008 fails to make a prima facie case of 

obviousness regarding the pending claims. In particular, the Office action relies 

on Kawazu for an alleged teaching of "a DMA device that supports out-of-order 

DMA read and write streams of data blocks." (Office action of March 25, 2008, 

page 4, second full paragraph). For support, the Office cities Kawazu Col. 7, 

lines 34-39, and the cited location is reproduced immediately below: 

Therefore, the so-called DMA transfer, which is a direct transfer of 
data between two devices under control of the peripheral device 103 
without intervention of the CPU 101 , is carried out in order to perform 
the data transfer at a high rate. 

(Kawazu Col. 7, lines 34-39). Even if hypothetical^ the section relied upon is 
read most favorably to the position of the Office action (which Applicants do not 
admit is proper), the section does not speak to out-of-order read and write 
streams. Thus, even if the teachings of Sharma are precisely as the Office action 
suggests (which Applicants do not admit), Sharma and Kawazu still fail to teach 
or suggest the claim limitations. For this reason alone the rejections should be 
withdrawn the claims set for issue. 

Moreover, the "in order" portion of the quotation is taken out of context by 
the Office action. The "in order" portion of the quotation does not speak to an 
order of the transfer of the DMA blocks, the "in order" only defines the reason the 
DMA transfer is used {i.e., "to perform the data transfer at a high rate"). 

Based on the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 3, and 
claim 4 which depends from claim 3, should be allowed. 
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In the course of the foregoing discussions, Applicants may have at times 
referred to claim limitations in shorthand fashion, or may have focused on a 
particular claim element. This discussion should not be interpreted to mean that 
the other limitations can be ignored or dismissed. The claims must be viewed as 
a whole, and each limitation of the claims must be considered when determining 
the patentability of the claims. Moreover, it should be understood that there may 
be other distinctions between the claims and the cited art which have yet to be 
raised, but which may be raised in the future. 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and that a timely Notice of 
Allowance be issued in this case. It is believed that no extensions of time or fees 
are required, beyond those that may otherwise be provided for in documents 
accompanying this paper. However, in the event that additional extensions of 
time are necessary to allow consideration of this paper, such extensions are 
hereby petitioned under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a), and any fees required (including 
fees for net addition of claims) are hereby authorized to be charged to Hewlett- 
Packard Development Company's Deposit Account No. 08-2025. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/mes/ 

Mark E. Scott 
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